Obstetric Physician, a very modern term indeed, to Manchester Royal Infirmary because, although he practised throughout his professional life as an obstetrician and gynaecologist, he was also a Fellow of the Royal College of Physicians of London and was particularly interested in medical aspects of obstetrics and gynaecology. He was one of that long line of medical polymaths who distinguished British medical affairs in the last century and in the early part of this century in that he had a major interest in literary matters. Quite apart from publishing his very well known Students' Guide to the Practice of Midwifery, he also published a revised edition of Sir Thomas Browne's Religio Medici, and was responsible for writing a major work on The Scientific Knowledge of Dante. A great collector of art treasures, including a specially fine collection of mezzotints, glass and books, he was in many, many ways a man of outstanding breadth of interest and culture. One of the most interesting things that was said about Lloyd Roberts in a very long obituary after he died was that, even if he had died thirty years earlier, his biography would have had a very large sale.
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Opening remark8 by the President, Sir John Walton:
The Lloyd Roberts Lecture is one of the major events of the Society year. It is given in rotation at the invitation of the Royal College of Physicians of London, the Medical Society ofLondon and the Royal Society of Medicine, and this year it is our turn. For those of you who do not know who Lloyd Roberts washe died in 1920, at which time he was the Consulting Obstetric Physician, a very modern term indeed, to
Manchester Royal Infirmary because, although he practised throughout his professional life as an obstetrician and gynaecologist, he was also a Fellow of the Royal College of Physicians of London and was particularly interested in medical aspects of obstetrics and gynaecology. He was one of that long line of medical polymaths who distinguished British medical affairs in the last century and in the early part of this century in that he had a major interest in literary matters. Quite apart from publishing his very well known Students' Guide to the Practice of Midwifery, he also published a revised edition of Sir Thomas Browne's Religio Medici, and was responsible for writing a major work on The Scientific Knowledge of Dante. A great collector of art treasures, including a specially fine collection of mezzotints, glass and books, he was in many, many ways a man of outstanding breadth of interest and culture. One of the most interesting things that was said about Lloyd Roberts in a very long obituary after he died was that, even if he had died thirty years earlier, his biography would have had a very large sale. Hospital work done, he was to be found by midday standing, always standing, compact, alert, close cropped, by his consulting room fire with a glass of milk warming in the fender and, amongst the instruments on the mantelpiece, there were walnuts, which he cracked at intervals with explosive violence. These served for lunch.
One of his most famous quotes, which apparently has always been remembered, was that he used to say he was not a consultant but 'a general specialist, with a leaning towards women', and his definition of gynaecology was 'anything either curable or lucrative'. But everyone said that he was a born healer and it did people good merely to see him, so that he was clearly one of the most notable members of our profession of the day. Now, who could we have chosen better than Baroness Warnock to deliver this year's Lloyd Roberts Lecture?
Educated at Lady Margaret Hall, subsequently Fellow and Tutor of Philosophy at St Hugh's College and then later Headmistress of Oxford High School for six years, she has chaired many special enquiries ofparticular interest to this profession, such as the Committee of Enquiry into Special Education. She served on the Advisory Committee on Animal Experiments as Chairman until recently and we know very well of her work in chairing the Committee of Enquiry into Human Fertilization and Embryology. She has also found the time to write widely on Existentialism, Imagination and Education, and other topics. Now, if there has been an occasion when simultaneously a husband and wife have been respectively Head of House, one in Oxford and the other in Cambridge, then as a very new boy at Oxford it is not something which I personally have been aware. Interest in education makes it particularly fitting that she should have chosen tonight, following upon the lecture given in this series some fifteen years ago by Lord James of Rusholme, to talk about 'Another ten years in education'. I am enormously pleased and honoured to have been asked to give the Lloyd Roberts Lecture. The list of previous lecturers, starting from the year before I was born, presents a daunting challenge. I know that I cannot rival the profundities of Julian Huxley, the charm of David Attenborough, or the wit and wisdom of Enoch Powell. But because Lloyd Roberts, to judge by all the accounts of him, was such a highly and widely educated man, it seems appropriate to follow one of my predecessors, Lord James of Rusholme, who, fifteen years ago, looked ahead to the next ten years in education., It is sobering to reflect on how vast are the changes in knowledge a young doctor has to acquire compared with the days when Lloyd Roberts himself learned his trade from the great practitioners of his day. There can seldom have been so revolutionary a time. But even if medical knowledge has been transformed in the course of the century, as we approach its last decade we cannot, alas, congratulate ourselves on the condition of education as a wnole, and especially not on the condition of higher education. There is a stark contrast between the optimism of Lord James looking ahead, in this same lecture, from 19701, and the pessimism we inevitably feel as we look forward into the 1990s. I am not speaking of medical education specifically (indeed I see medical education as providing a ray of hope) but of higher education as a whole. It is, I think, proper to cast my gaze widely, in a lecture devoted to the memory of so notable a polymath as Lloyd Roberts.
In 1970, then, Lord James of Rusholme, at that time at the University of York, predicted that 'The expansion of Higher Education ... will without doubt be one of the dominant features of the next few decades'. We, if I may put it thus, know different. Almost incredibly, the Government Green Paper on the Development of Higher Education into the 1990s was based on the assumption that there would be fewer students in 1990 than in 1985. The idea floated by Lord James in his lecture that there might be a further increase in the number of universities before 1990 seems to us merely absurd. We know that there is a risk of universities actually closing, or if not closing entirely, then losing some whole departments or merging with polytechnics. In London the cuts of 1981 have led to marriages both within medical schools and more generally, marriages that will Lloyd Roberts Lecture delivered at the Royal Society of Medicine, 11 December 1985 0141-0768/86/ 040194-06/$02.00/0 @1986 The Royal Society of Medicine be fruitful I am sure, but were certainly not planned in the palmy days of the 1960s, or even the 1970s.
It is difficult to be cheerful about the future. But, by examining some of the fundamental features of higher education, some of the features which make it 'higher', we may be able perhaps to see a little how things ought to be, as we emerge into the next decade and how they conceivably might be. It is worth noticing that Lord James, in his Lloyd Roberts Lecture, expressed certain anxieties. Primarily he was afraid that because of an increase in the spread of higher education, and because of a very proper regard for equality, the standard of the education on offer would fall. 'More means worse' was a pretty frequent fogeyish cry in the 1960s and 1970s. Lord James expressed it thus: 'My fear is lest a humane and in some fields justifiable belief in equality may lead us to undervalue excellence, and lest we create an institutional framework which makes it more rather than less difficult for great natural talents to flourish'. These fears, though still of course intelligible, seem today to be somewhat self-indulgent. We have to be anxious, not so much about a marginal decline in standards of excellence, as about a gradual collapse of the system of university and higher education as a whole. There is not to be any substantial increase in spread, if the Green Paper is implemented. But standards may fall nevertheless, and this for financial reasons. When anxieties are financial, all others seem frivolous. And this is our position today.
Let me take just one example. The crucial distinction between higher education and other sorts of post-secondary education, further or adult education, is the connection between higher education and research. At school, sixth form college or college of further education (and indeed at the ambiguous colleges formed out of ex-teacher training colleges, so-called colleges of higher education), however brilliant a teacher you have, you are generally, with very few exceptions, learning the 'received wisdom' in your subject, whatever that may be. Your teacher may of course express his views on this wisdom, and his views may be critical or eccentric. But it is quite unlikely that he will himself be engaged in discovering new things, pushing out the frontiers of knowledge, publicly articulating reasoned objections to the orthodox views, or publishing fresh results in a fresh field. For one thing, at least in the science subjects, he is unlikely to have research resources at his disposal.
At university, on the other hand, the student will gradually come to realize not only that things are different, but that the difference is profound. Even if not all his teachers are great innovators, they may be assumed to be engaged not merely in teaching, but in research as well. Thus, the student will realize that getting him through his examinations is not the only, nor even the prime, call on his teacher's time and energy. His membership of a research team is equally important to him. His teachers, if not on their own account, yet through colleagues, will be in touch with the way a subject is developing. At any time they may be onto something new. The very syllabus the student follows, though on paper the same as last year and the year before, may in practice change quite radically during the student's three years at university, to accommodate changes in the subject which, it may be, his very own university is initiating. He cannot help feeling that he is at the centre, or one of the centres, of change. He can at least recognize that his subject is moving forward all the time; and that what he knows is only a minute fraction of a developing but endless body of knowledge. He may go to lectures where radical changes are not only discussed but actually made, before his very eyes and ears. Characteristically, higher education is an initiation, even if only by proxy, into the world of research and innovation. This is as true in arts subjects as in the sciences.
I do not think it is possible to overestimate the importance of the research-factor in universities, from the standpoint of the students. And I am not talking only of exceptionally academic students, who may want to go into research themselves, though for them it is obviously crucial. Quite ordinary undergraduates, who may spend a high proportion of their time playing rugger, or acting, or doing amateur music, or just rotting around, are nevertheless, in spite of themselves, made aware during their careers that university is not like school; that they are on the edge of an institution not designed entirely or solely for their benefit, but for the benefit of learning and knowledge as a whole. Whatever their own subject, they will know that their university is doing excellent work in physics or the theory of government or microbiology; that their professors are world experts in this or that. Even if they seldom think about it, they will, inadvertently, have entered the real world in which great advances in knowledge are made. They will surreptitiously and by stealth be taught to distinguish real knowledge from phoney, evidence from opinion, expertise from showing-off. All this is, at present, under threat. And it is not because of any exaggerated belief in equality, but quite simply because Government, who increasingly has to pay for universities, seems not to believe in them.
It was suggested in the Green Paper that perhaps there should be a distinction between institutions which do research and those which are predominantly devoted to undergraduate teaching, and;that this would be more efficient. It has also been proposed that within a given institution some members of the staff should be occupied in teaching, others in research. This, it is suggested, once again would lead to greater efficiency.
It may of course be true at present that those who teach most do least research (though I think there is little evidence for this); but to institutionalize such a division among academics seems to me absolutely disastrous. Not only would it introduce a new hierarchy within the university, but it would greatly diminish the worth of a university education for students. Certainly the students of Cambridge, in writing their response to the Green Paper, were insistent that the best teaching they had was from teachers actively engaged in research. The link between the two is, as I have suggested, part of-the essential character of higher education.
Research in the universities is under a more direct threat as well. There has been a radical cutback in funds from Government to all the research councils who at present fund a greater proportion of research at universities throughout the country. The ESRC, for example, in 1984 had to deal with a cut in its budget of £6 million, and this not spread over several years, but immediately. The consequences of this sort of instant economy are disastrous. Most research councils, and especially, of course, those concerned with science, engineering and medicine, are committed to projects involving expensive equipment and laboratory space, designed to be used for a period of years. They cannot pull out from these projects on a sudden word of command. All they can do is give warning that funding may not be renewed after an initial period. After that, their only recourse is to turn down new research projects. And this is largely what they have had to do. The result of that is, obviously, that talent is lost. Either a new project must be altogether abandoned, or it must be undertaken elsewhere, most probably in the United States. The prestige, and even the research-viability of our own universities is thereby placed in jeopardy.
There are numerous studies in progress at the present time, initiated by the DES, the Royal Society and a Parliamentary committee, to investigate the extent of the present 'brain drain'. All that can be said with certainty is that it is growing; and that it is the best and most ambitious and imaginative people who go. It seems almost incredible that a government so apparently devoted to payment by results, to successful outcomes of education, and to the restoration of British expertise in various fields, should destroy its own research potential by withholding funds from the universities and the research councils.
The main explanation is, I think, a failure on the part of Government to understand the nature of research, and its central role in universities. In the first place, though the Green Paper paid lip service to the importance of research in the arts, it is plain that that has very low priority among advisers to government. It has perhaps always been difficult to give a very convincing utilitarian reason for funding research in, say, eighth century abbeys or the trade between Athens and the West in the seventh century BC. Although there may be some politicians who feel vaguely that in a civilized society an understanding of the past is as important as a vision of the future, yet in the present financial and fiscal climate few are likely to speak up very loudly for such a view.
Worse, perhaps, is the fate of the so-called social sciences. These have come in for the particular fury of the present government. On the one hand, they are thought to have generally leftist motivation; on the other, to have pretensions above their station. Why should they be called 'sciences' when they seem to pay no dividends, earn no money, make nothing move? At one time the social sciences seemed to promise great things: an understanding of economics could save a country from financial disaster.
Understanding of labour, and of supply and demand, could save a country from unemployment; even an understanding of moral philosophy might save a country from errors of a more culpable, less obvious kind. But none of these promises has been fulfilled. The social sciences, even if they modestly drop the word 'science' from their title, are, in general, thought to be up to no good. The cuts in their research programmes are therefore as inevitable as cuts in the arts programmes. The importance of understanding society and its developments, of carrying out research into, for example, the rise of crime, or the pressures exerted on people by broadcasting, or even into the nature and development of education itselfall this is overlooked.
But perhaps the most disconcerting thing of all is the kind of expectations Government seems to have of research into the subjects they are prepared to allow to be sciences. Here the demand is for instant utility, the preferred research being of an essentially short-term nature. The picture politicians have seems to be somewhat naive; a scientist is supposed to 'discover' things, techniques or substances; he is perhaps even supposed to 'invent' things. And these things will be immediately marketable. Hence the present importance attached to links between science departments of universities and industry; hence also the insistence that the private sector should undertake, itself, more and more of the funding of university research.
It is true that the proportion of research funding from the private sector has vastly increased in the last decade. But it is extremely unlikely that university science departments could exist by such funding alone. First, the funding can never be secure, but will depend on the state of the industry and perhaps on such unpredictable factors as world markets; second, at present there are no tax concessions to industries funding research. If there were, there might be a greater commitment on the part of industry to the universities, since the benefit would be mutual. But third, and most important, industry is unlikely to fund what may be called basic research.
They, like Government itself, want instant returns.
'Pure' science, whose utility is not demonstrable, is not something that industry can be expected to be much interested in, except as a matter of charity. The great charitable trusts have, of course, contributed enormously in this field. But industry on a smaller scale will not, and cannot. And yet it is perfectly obvious that without fundamental research, no good applied research whether in medicine or the other sciences can, in the end, be expected. Moreover, it seems obvious that it is in the universities that fundamental research has its rightful place. Unless Government changes its concept of research then, even in the science field, the universities are going to be hard put to it to continue with their proper function. And, as I hope I have suggested, research and teaching are, at university level, inextricably linked.
There is, in the air, a paradoxical view of what a university should be. Although Government has shown itself apparently sensitive to charges of philistinism, it has also persisted in a demand for efficiency which, to be intelligible, depends on a close analogy between a university and a business. Output is supposed to be measurable, whether in terms of marketable research or marketable, employable students; and output must be costeffective. 'Education' itself, insofar as this is the name of the actual experience of the individual studentwhat each has in his time at university seems to have been almost totally forgotten. If, by magic or the techniques of subliminal advertising, a student could acquire information and be prepared for employment in his sleep this would, on the present orthodoxy, be perfectly satisfactory. The shorter and more mechanically efficacious a student's university career the better.
The threat to higher education today, then, is different from the threat that seemed to hang over it in 1970, when Lord James gave his lecture. Then it was a question whether excellence would be dissipated, whether university activities would be spread too thin. Now it is a question whether higher education, in a true sense, can continue to exist at all in the present climate.
So what is to be done? It is not my task simply to utter gloomy propositions about the present, but to say something about the next 10 years, and if possible to find some aspects of the scene that may give rise to hope.
One hopeful sign is that, despite the Government's avowed intention to keep down numbers in higher education over the next five years, more people are beginning to want higher education for themselves or for their children. Not only 18-year-olds, but older people, who may not have been in higher education before or who may want to embark on a new subject or get a further qualification, are wanting to go to university or polytechnic. Moreover women will, I believe, increasingly come to take it for granted that they will at some stage get degrees. For a country of people encouraged to be upwardly mobile, and to improve themselves by their own efforts, there is a paradox in the closing of doors, the blocking of paths upwards, which the Green Paper presages. It shows clearly that Government, or policy makers, do not think much of a degree as a way up. But perhaps they will be proved wrong. Perhaps the general public may here give a lead. If the attitude of people in general to higher education, its desirability and its availability, is changing, there is hope that Government policy may in the end be forced to change as well.
And so I must briefly examine the public image of higher education; and this involves what may look like a digression.
As you know, higher education in this country is divided into two halves. We rejoice in the socalled binary system; but to visitors from Mars, or foreigners from less far afield, the word 'system' might seem a misnomer. The universities are financed by central government, through the UGC (apart from student fees mostly paid by local authorities); the polytechnics are financed entirely through local authorities (but of course local authorities are largely financed by central government). Universities award their own degrees; polytechnics award degrees that are validated either by a university or, far more commonly, by the Council for National Academic Awards, a body established in the 1960s specifically to ensure that degrees from polytechnics were of a high enough standard to merit the name of degree. There have often been questions raised about the binary system. Does it work? Is it necessary? Is it not divisive? Is it not confusing to the outside world, who may have very little idea what the CNAA is or what its credentials are? How do people in secondary education evaluate the different options open to pupils?
Despite these doubts, I believe that this messylooking system has a good deal to recommend it, and that it may help us, in the next decade, to find a way forward. But a certain amount of rationalization is needed. At the beginning of 1985, the Lindop committee recommended that there should be a hierarchy of polytechnics (though these were not the words used). The larger and better-established among them should award their own degrees without extemal validation; the next rank should be externally validated, but with a very much lighter touch than at present; and the rest should remain as they are, relying for the reputation of their degrees largely on the reputation of their associated university or on the CNAA. Polytechnics could, if they wished, apply to the Secretary of State to move up the hierarchy.
I believe that this system would work well; and I should like to see another gradual change. The polytechnics should, I believe, move back towards their old role, which was to teach applied science and technology; and they should engage primarily in applied and technological research. It should be they, rather than the universities, who should maintain the closest links with industry. Since they are essentially local, or at least regional, institutions, with local funding and local representation on their Boards of Governors, it would make sense for them to establish (and many already have established) a close connection with local industry. Not only could research be geared to the actual needs of industry, but arrangements could be made for sandwich courses, and above all for the return to education of employees needing to update their knowledge or change direction. There might still be a place in the polytechnics for mixed degrees (such as engineering and economics), as well as for business studies. But, on the whole, increasingly the emphasis should be on the practical and the applied. 'Pure' subjects should not, on the whole, be their concern.
It is very important, in my view, that the degreeawarding polytechnics, the top rank in this hierarchy, should not seek to call themselves universities, but should stick to their own honourable designation. If their role were to be clarified in the way I suggest, and if their connection with the applied sciences were firmly established, then I believe people would increasingly want to go to them, often in preference to a university (as of course, in some subjects and for some purposes, they already do). Polytechnics would in this way become more generally sought after, and would be seen as the equal of universities; and this would have a good effect on the image of higher education as a whole. The universities and the polytechnics would be seen as willing partners, working within a coherent, though mixed, system.
For though it is true that the upwardly mobile want their children to get places at university, still the attitude of the public to the universities is at present ambivalent. On the one hand universities are sought after; on the other hand they are regarded with suspicion and envy, simply because they are not available to everyone. They, or rather their students, are often regarded, too, as lazy, spoiled and frivolous. To treat polytechnics and universities more as genuine alternatives would, I think, diminish the element of envy, and the ivory tower image of the universities themselves. Reputations of course die slowly; and in the 1960s and 1970s the reputation of the universities was disastrously low. It is hard even now for people to believe that the universities, especially Oxford and Cambridge, contain anyone but Hooray Henrys and Fogeys, young and old. But if it became a matter of genuine choice whether to apply for a university or a polytechnic, depending on the subject undergraduates wanted to read, if the two sides of the binary divide were seen to be complementary and equal, then gradually the universities might come to seem more accessible, more ordinary, more an integral part of a common and available system. People might begin to think of higher education as a whole, a coherent system to be defended against further inroads. The universities might gain some friends among the public at large.
Without such friends, we are unlikely to win friends among members of Government; and there can be no doubt that this is what we need at present. The worst threat we face is that the attitude of Government may harden. Already we hear every day how universities should admit more students to read applied sciences, fewer to read pure sciences, social sciences or arts. Already it is difficult for postgraduates to find support for research unless its instant utility can be proved. And in Oxford and Cambridge the research councils and the DES are beginning to object to paying college fees. University departments without a record of useful 'inventions' or 'discoveries' are quite explicitly under threat. If we refuse to teach our students only applied science, refuse to research only into information technology, then we may not be able to teach or research at all.
But I exaggerate. With infinite patience we may be able to bring the Government round. I have seen it rather quaintly suggested that what is needed is a small number of Vice-Chancellors specially trained to appear on television or speak on radio to put across a new, good image of the universities. I don't think that any act of this kind, however professional, would do much good. It isn't just a PR job that's needed. It is something more. Somehow it has got to be shown that higher education is needed, and that it cannot concern itself entirely with teaching people in specific skills. For one thing such skills are likely to become out-ofdate. Nothing could be worse than university departments filled with people expert in the information technology of the 1980s, not noticing that things had moved on. More fundamentally, we must try to reactivate a belief in the teaching of what are called 'transferable skills', whether these are broadly scientific or not. Students must be enabled to reach a level of competence which they can use as a starting point, whatever specific further training they may need, and from whatever source they will go on to gain their experience. After all, the majority of university graduates will not end their days making or inventing things (though some will) but in managing, or teaching, or otherwise working with other people, as part of a team. It is just as important, for these purposes, that they should learn to make themselves understood, to construct and to criticize arguments, to know what does and what does not count as good evidence, to understand how things came to be as they are, as that they should know what is, at the time they leave university, the absolutely up-to-the-minute technology. These are the kinds of things a graduate should understand, and, certainly, be able to put to good use, whether in industry, medicine, teaching or, let us say, in such fields as tourism or broadcasting, banking or stockbroking. There is such a concept as the competent educated person; there is also the concept of the communicator and the universities should, in whatever way they can, try to provide such people for the good of the country as a whole, and show how necessary it is that they can do this.
If Government can begin to trust the universities again; if they can be persuaded by the public at large that universities are needed, and wanted, by society, and are not merely idle, parasitic and divisive; if a new understanding can be reached about what the true role of the university is, not a purely vocational or technical, but a genuinely educative role, then, and only then, can we look forward to better times ahead. Government will have once again to guarantee a reasonable level of finance for research through the research councils. Funding will have to be assured through grants, not only for a gradually increasing number of 18-year-olds, but for more mature students and more students coming back to update their degrees, whether in universities or polytechnics. They must be prepared for the public and private sectors to collaborate in this kind of funding. In short, then, Government must be brought to believe that the universities are a national asset, and an asset worth investing in. In other countries I get the impression that the universities are a matter for national pride. Only here are they objects of suspicion, regarded alternatively as subversive or silly. It is this governmental attitude that we must set ourselves to change.
It is undoubtedly an uphill task. For it is not in fact the universities alone who are the objects of such an attitude. There is here I think the symptom of something like yet another British Disease, the almost universal undervaluing of education as a whole. Obviously such a diagnosis may be thought to have little credibility coming from someone who has been engaged in education all her life. We are all accustomed to hearing members of a profession whining about how they are underrated, underpaid, generally treated with contempt. But looking at the matter as dispassionately as possible, I think it appears that, starting from primary schools and going on up, all institutions of education are regarded as either politically suspect or worthy of contempt. Education, it is widely felt, is something that has to happen; but the less we have to think about it, and the less money we have to spend on it, the better. Serious persons ought not to be concerned with it. Though all politicians have presumably been through the process of education themselves, they prefer to forget that part of their lives. Indeed it may be partly because we have all had education, necessarily, that many of us feel that it is something childish, not quite serious, part of the past and not the future. Among Government jobs, that of Secretary of State for Education is not the most prestigious or highly prized. Indeed, it is on record that Margaret Thatcher herself was furious when, long ago, she found herself in that position. It was, she thought, 'woman's work'. The DES is not concerned with real things, like the Treasury or the Ministry of Defence, or the Foreign Office. Even the Department of the Environment is smarter.
So how are we to change things? One way which I have suggested is by showing that within higher education there is a genuine system. The universities and the polytechnics should separate their roles, yet be seen to work in the closest possible accord with one another, each doing what it can do best, with overlap, exchange of students and exchange of teachers, distinct but collaborative. I would like to suggest something further; and that is the close collaboration of the higher education system as a whole with the other sectors, secondary and further. Unless this can be brought about, and unless it can be a visible working-together, then I fear there is little chance that education will lose its rather disreputable and non-serious image.
There are various ways in which such a collaboration can come about. I will mention just one, though I am bound to say I think it is the most important one. At present there is a sense in which university dominates education at school. It is very difficult to change the curriculum at school, or the weight accorded to academic as opposed to practical education, because of the demands made by universities on their candidates for academic examination results. There is an absurdity in the fact that people from universities spend increasing hours and money on wooing children from remote comprehensive schools, urging them to consider themselves good potential university candidates, and yet continuing to demand from them a specific and often impossible number of high A level results. The children in question may come from schools who practically never get top A-level results, for various intelligible reasons. So in the end these candidates may be rejected in favour of candidates from schools who, because they are selective, may teach for specific, high, A-level results. I do not want to argue that such well-prepared candidates should not get university places. I simply think that there is a gap between the avowed intent of universities to widen their entry source, and the practice of demanding high grades in A level. It ought to be possible for universities first to promise places regardless of more than the minimum qualifying examination result and on the basis of school achievement in general, and secondly (and this would be new), to take responsibility for preparing accepted candidates for the rigours of university work, and for the level of expertise presupposed by university courses.
What I am suggesting is that in the long vacation preceding an accepted student's first term, universities should lay on intensive preparatory courses designed genuinely to equip first-year students with the skills they will need at university. Such courses are already in existence in some universities. And they are a great success. If such courses were provided as a regular part of the process of preparing for university, students would benefit, and it would be seen that the secondary and tertiary sectors of education were at last working together for a common endto educate potential undergraduates. The present sense of competition, of two systems at odds with one another, would be dissipated, and education as a unified and harmonious system might be sold as a reality to the public at large, who are, after all, the clients and consumers.
If the question is raised why the UK is not in better shape, why we are worse, in all kinds of ways, than our competitors, is it not possible that our cavalier attitude to education may be the answer? I have not time to expound the various areas, moral and intellectual, in which I believe that this could be shown to be the right answer to the question. But I think that it is certainly a matter we should all brood on. Perhaps rather than blame the universities, polytechnics and schools for not teaching people to be the industrious, scientifically competent, law-abiding producers of goods that Government would like, Government would be well-advised to consider its own policies with regard to the education system as a whole. Financial cuts and interventionist dogma may not be the best way to improve the system. Respect and trust might do more.
It is true that our education system needs urgently to be unified, harmonized and seen to be working together towards a common end. But the general truth remains: a society which is not proud of its education, which cannot trust education to be independent and efficient, will certainly never provide a good service. An education system is not something that can be changed overnight, to conforn with a particular governmental philosophy. The interrelation between government policy, public demand, and educational tradition is far too intimate for such revolution to work.
I am inclined to think that medical education is a good example, here, for us all. It is certainly more widely respected by the public at large than higher education in other fields. Whether by looking to the doctors for inspiration, then, or by other visionary methods, we have got to change the attitudes of people in and out of Parliament, and teach them to grant to education the respect and honour it deserves.
President's closing remarks: We in medical education are nowadays faced with exactly the kind of problems which Baroness Warnock has mentioned, where academic medicine is under threat for a whole variety of reasons which she has so fully ventilated. We share in medical education the same anxieties and the same difficulties as are so evident in relation to higher education as a whole.
A few years ago, in another major lecture given at the Royal Society of Medicine, the then Director of the London School of Economics, Ralf Dahrendorf, whose title was 'In defence of the English professions'2, said how important it was that our professions in this country had the very great privilege of being self-regulating. He referred to the situation as it exists on the continent of Europe where that is simply not the case and where, very often, Government has interfered with the regulation of a profession to an extent which has never been possible in this country. But as Baroness Warnock has made so clear, we are faced now with serious difficulties in that Government action of another kind has threatened the whole structure of our education system, the future of higher education and of the research which creates so vital an infrastructure in relation to all types of development in our society upon which so much of the ultimate success of a nation depends. She has given us a most lucid, thoughtful and thought-provoking address and it is one which I am sare we shall long remember.
